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Objectives. This study investigated patterns of “doubled-up” homelessness using an indirect mea-
sure based on host households.

Methods. In random household telephone surveys conducted in Alabama between 1990 and 2000
and nationally in 1997, respondents indicated whether any individual had stayed with them during the
past year because that person was homeless.

Results. The percentage of Alabama households providing shelter during the past year declined from
16.2% in 1990 to 7.1% in 2000. The national rate for providing shelter in 1997 was 18.0%.

Conclusions. Many households provide shelter to people to prevent them from being literally home-
less. As the economy has expanded, these rates have declined in Alabama. (Am J Public Health. 2002;
92:116–118)
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Recent studies by Link and his colleagues1

demonstrate that the prevalence of homeless-
ness in the United States is far greater than
had been previously imagined. In addition to
direct effects on homeless people themselves,
however, homelessness may indirectly affect
the lives of many others, particularly the
people who provide temporary shelter for
those who are near homelessness or who
provide respite from the streets for those
who are literally homeless. Rossi2 reported
that a typical homeless family in Chicago
spent approximately 4 years “doubled up”
with family and friends before becoming lit-
erally homeless, and other studies have
shown that between 46% and 82% of
homeless families lived in doubled-up situa-
tions immediately before becoming literally
homeless.3–6 Some studies7,8 suggest that
people move back and forth between states
of literal and doubled-up homelessness.

There is limited information about the prev-
alence of doubled-up living arrangements,
however, with different studies estimating the
ratio of people living in doubled-up situations
to those literally homeless to be as low as 1:19

and as high as 20:1.10 Census statistics from
1990 place the number of single-parent fami-
lies living in someone else’s home at 2 million.
McCallum et al.11 reported that more than
16% of respondents in a 1990 telephone sur-
vey of Alabama residents (n=481) indicated
that during the past year, an individual had
stayed with them temporarily because that
person was homeless. The current study
sought to expand these results by examining
data on doubled-up homelessness in Alabama
between 1990 and 2000 and for the nation
in 1997.

METHODS

We replicated the methodology used by
McCallum et al.11 to produce 4 additional sets
of data regarding doubled-up housing, 3 from
random household telephone surveys of Ala-

bama residents conducted between 1993 and
2000 and the other from a national random
household telephone survey conducted in
1997.

In 1993 (n=451), 1997 (n=450), and
2000 (n=504), the University of Alabama’s
Capstone Poll asked respondents from random-
digit-dialed samples of households in Ala-
bama whether any individual had stayed with
them temporarily during the past year be-
cause that person was homeless. As a follow-
up, respondents who answered affirmatively
were asked to describe several characteristics
of the guests and their stay. 

The national data were collected during a
random-digit-dialed telephone survey (n=
1021) conducted by the Survey Research
Center at the University of Maryland in 1997.
This survey involved the same questions as
the Alabama survey.

Data for all samples were weighted by sex,
race, age, and education to adjust sample dis-
tributions to match population totals. Popula-
tion totals were based on 1990 census re-
ports for the Alabama samples and on the
1996 Current Population Survey for the na-
tional sample.12

RESULTS

The percentages of Alabama households
that reported taking in someone who was
homeless during the past year showed a lin-

ear decline over time, from 16.2% (95% con-
fidence interval [CI]=12.9%, 19.5%) in 1990
to 12.6% (95% CI=9.5%, 15.7%) in 1993,
10.3% (95% CI=7.5%, 13.1%) in 1997, and
7.1% (95% CI=4.9%, 9.3%) in 2000. Dif-
ferences between 1990 and 1997 (z=2.65),
between 1990 and 2000 (z=4.35), and be-
tween 1993 and 2000 (z=2.75) were statis-
tically significant (P<.01 for all comparisons).
This trend mirrored the economic improve-
ments occurring over the same period. Some-
what surprisingly, 18.0% (95% CI=15.6%,
20.4%) of respondents in the 1997 national
survey reported taking in someone who was
homeless—a rate nearly twice as high as the
1997 Alabama rate. 

Table 1 reports characteristics of those per-
sons who stayed doubled up from the na-
tional sample of survey respondents; the
small numbers of households taking in guests
in the Alabama samples prevented develop-
ment of comparable estimates. In the vast ma-
jority of households in the national sample
(73.2%), guests were adults without children.
However, among a substantial segment of the
national sample (21.7%), guests were families
with children. 

In addition, most of the people staying
doubled up were either related to (55.5%) or
a close friend of (29.4%) someone in the
household where they stayed. Finally, the pe-
riod of stay among those living doubled up
was relatively long, with 35% of guests stay-
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TABLE 2—Doubled-Up Shelter, by Income of Respondent Household: National Sample, 1997

Income ≤ $30 000 Income > $30 000

95% Confidence 95% Confidence
No. % Interval No. % Interval

Provided shelter 69 26.1 20.8, 31.4 106 16.1 13.3, 18.9

Entire family 30 43.6 31.7, 53.5 17 16.7 9.5, 23.9

Relationship

Related to someone 31 44.4 32.6, 56.2 67 63.8 54.5, 73.1

in household

Close friend 23 32.9 21.8, 44.0 26 24.6 16.4, 32.8

Acquaintance/ 15 22.6 12.7, 32.5 13 11.6 5.4, 17.8

stranger/other

Length of stay

≤1 month 23 32.9 21.6, 44.2 40 37.8 28.4, 47.2

>1 month 24 35.6 24.0, 47.2 37 35.3 26.2, 44.4

to 6 months

>6 months 21 31.5 20.3, 42.7 28 26.9 18.3, 35.5

TABLE 1—Characteristics of People in Doubled-Up Arrangements: National Sample, 1997

Sample

No. % 95% Confidence Interval

Family status

Adults 135 73.2 66.8, 79.6

Children 9 5.1 1.9, 8.3

Families 40 21.7 15.7, 27.7

Relationship

Related to respondent 81 44.0 36.8, 51.2

Related to someone else 21 11.5 6.9, 16.1

Close friend 54 29.4 22.8, 36.0

Acquaintance 13 6.9 3.2, 10.6

Stranger 10 5.6 2.3, 8.9

Other 5 2.7 0.4, 5.0

Length of stay

≤1 week 27 14.5 9.4, 19.6

>1 week to 1 month 41 22.4 16.3, 28.5

>1 month to 6 months 64 35.0 28.1, 41.9

>6 months to 1 year 27 14.6 9.5, 19.7

>1 year 25 13.4 8.5, 18.3

ing between 1 and 6 months. Neither very
short nor very long stays were common; only
14.5% of guests stayed for a week or less,
and 13.4% stayed for longer than a year.

Table 2 reports national differences in hos-
pitality rates between households with annual
incomes of less than $30000 and those with
annual incomes of more than $30000.

Lower-income households were more likely
to provide shelter than higher-income house-
holds (χ2

1 =13.19, P<.001). Lower-income
households were also more likely than higher-
income households to offer shelter to families
with children (χ2

1 =15.77, P<.001) and to
offer shelter to friends and acquaintances
(χ2

2 =7.75, P<.05). There was no relation-

ship between household income and length of
stay. As before, similar comparisons were not
made for the Alabama samples because of
the small numbers of households that took in
guests.

DISCUSSION

Large numbers of people across the nation
have hosted homeless individuals or families;
extrapolating our results to the national popu-
lation, in 1997 approximately 18 million
households provided temporary accommoda-
tions for people who would otherwise have
been homeless. Lower-income households
were more likely than higher-income house-
holds to host those in need of shelter. While
the majority of guests were single adults,
26.8% of the host households in the national
sample provided shelter to children (either
alone or in families). Lower-income house-
holds were more likely than higher-income
households to take in families with children.

Because the economy has expanded over
the past decade, we might expect to see the
prevalence of doubled-up homelessness de-
crease and fewer people indirectly affected by
it; this is exactly what we observed in the Ala-
bama data, with rates of doubled-up housing
decreasing from 16.2% in 1990 to 7.1% in
2000. Thus, a booming economy might re-
duce the number of people turning to dou-
bled-up housing. 

Cross-sectional time-series data such as
those reported here allow indirect investiga-
tion of how doubled-up housing rates change
as welfare reform runs its course and families
lose their eligibility for Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families, or as economic declines
and expansions occur. Thus, it is useful to
continue collecting these data to assess the
impact of systemic changes on risk of near
homelessness and as a potential leading indi-
cator of alterations in the prevalence of literal
homelessness in our society.
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American Public Health Association

Call for Proposals:
2002 Continuing Education Institutes

The planning process for the 2002 Continuing Education Institutes (CEI) is under way. CEIs are
intensive educational activities held on the day(s) prior to the opening of APHA’s annual

meeting. This notice marks the official Call for CEI Proposals for the 130th Annual Meeting,
being held in Philadelphia, Pa, November 9–14, 2002. 

The APHA Education Board and Educational Services Department staff are committed to pro-
viding a forum to disseminate important information and explore emerging issues related to, and
that have an impact on, public health practice, research, and policy.

The theme of the 2002 meeting is Putting the Public Back in Public Health. APHA welcomes
proposals that present either basic concepts in a special subject area or advanced material in a
current or emerging public health issue or practice that may or may not relate directly to the
meeting’s theme. 

In its selection of CEIs, APHA attempts to strike a balance among offerings that appeal as
broadly possible to membership and Annual Meeting registrants, topics that demand longer or
more intensive learner contact than afforded by regular scientific sessions, and methodologies
that enhance the learning experience.

Format for CEIs. A CEI may be a half-day, full-day, or 2-day activity. Various teaching meth-
ods, such as lecture format, dialogue, skill practice, and case study, may be utilized when they
contribute directly to the attainment of learning objectives. APHA encourages methods that ren-
der the CEI as interactive for the learner as possible. Opportunity for informal exchange among
participants and faculty is also highly encouraged.

Review of Proposals. All CEIs receive competitive review by a CEI Review Panel that eval-
uates proposals in light of the following 6 elements:

• Topic area—Relevance to current or emerging issues in public health or to the meeting’s
theme

• Purpose/need—Defined target audience, assessment of target audience’s need for the infor-
mation or education and the topic’s value to that audience

• Goal/objective—Clearly stated goals and learning objectives expressed in measurable terms
• Content—Abstract of event content that is aligned with goals and learning objectives
• Methodology—Educational format appropriate for topic and goal attainment, with empha-

sis placed on engaging learners.
• Expertise—Faculty or presenters who possess knowledge and expertise in the topic area 
Continuing Education. As a provider and sponsor of continuing education (CE) in a variety

of professional disciplines, APHA is committed to affording learners the possibility of obtaining CE
credit/units/contact hours for their specific profession through participation in CEIs. APHA there-
fore expects faculty of selected CEI proposals to willingly adhere to accrediting body obligations.

Proposal Packets. On November 27th, CEI Proposal Packets will become available. For a
faxed copy, call APHA’s Fax-on-Demand at (703) 336-5552 and request document number
#700; for a downloadable copy from APHA’s continuing education Web page, go to www.apha.
org/education. For specific questions, please contact Valerie Okrend at (202) 777-2521 or 
valerie.okrend@apha.org.

Deadline for Proposal Submission: February 1, 2002.


